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ABANDONMENT. See Remedies; Rivers and Harbors Act of 
1899. 


ABSTENTION. See also Procedure, 5. 


Federal courts—Federal constitutional rights—Choice of forum— 
Federal court has the duty of giving due respect to suitor’s choice 
of a federal forum for the hearing and decision of his federal con- 
stitutional claims and escape from that duty is not permissible 
merely because state courts are equally responsible for the enforce- 
ment and protection of federal constitutional rights. Zwickler v. 
Koota, p. 241. 


ACADEMIC FREEDOM. See Constitutional Law, I, 3. 
ACCOMPLICE. See Procedure, 8. 


ACCRETION. 

Ocean-front property—Federal grant prior to statehood.—This 
question is governed by federal law, under which a grantee of land 
bounded by navigable water acquires a right to accretion formed 
along the shore; and the petitioner, who traces her title to a federal 
grant prior to statehood, is the owner of these accretions. Hughes 
v. Washington, p. 290. 

ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURE. See also Interstate Com- 
merce Commission; Procedure, 6; Railroad Mergers. 

Federal Trade Commission—Action by majority of quorum.— 
Absent a contrary statutory provision the common-law rule, that 
a majority of a quorum which constitutes a simple majority of a 
collective: body may act for the body, applies, and the FTC is 
empowered to follow that rule since the Federal Trade Commission 
Act neither expressly nor impliedly reflects a contrary declaration 
and none is to be inferred by other congressional action. FTC 
v. Flotiil Products, p. 179. 

ADMINISTRATIVE REMEDIES. See Civil Rights Act; Pro- 
cedure, 3, 6. 


ADMIRALTY. See Remedies; Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899. 
AGRICULTURAL COOPERATIVES. See Antitrust Acts, 1. 


ALABAMA. See Constitutional Law, I, 2; III, 4. 
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ALIENS. See Constitutional Law, IV; Federal-State Relations. 

AMENDMENTS TO RULES. See Supreme Court. 

ANONYMOUS POLITICAL EANDBILLS. See Abstention; Pro- 
cedure, 4-5. 

ANTITRUST ACTS. See also Interstate Commerce; Railroad 
Mergers, 1-3. 

1. Sherman Act—Capper-Volstead Act—Agricultural coopera- 
tives—Respondent is not entitled to assert the Capper-Volstead Act 
as a defense to suit based on § 1 of the Sherman Act, as it was not the 
intention of Congress to allow an organization with nonproducer 
interests to avail itself of the exemption provided by the Capper- 
Volstead Act. Case-Swayne Cc. v. Sunkist Growers, p. 384. 

2. Sherman Act—Division of territories and brands by Oklahoma 
liquor wholesalers—Interstate commerce.—Whether or not the lower 
courts’ conclusion was valid that the market division did not occur 
in interstate commerce, it inevitably affected such commerce and 
thus came within the Sherman Act since the territorial division by 
reducing competition almost surely resulted in fewer sales to whole- 
salers by out-of-state distillers and the brands division meant fewer 
outlets available to any one distiller. Burke v. Ford, p. 320. 
APPEALS. See Jurisdiction; Mandamus. 

APPOINTMENT OF COUNSEL. Sce Criminal Justice Act. 

ARBITRATION. See Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. 

ASSIGNED COUNSEL. See Criminal Justice Act. 

ASSOCIATIONAL RIGHTS. See Constitutional Law, V-VI; 
Subversive Activities Control Act. 

ATTORNEY GENERAL. See Procedure, 6. 

ATTORNEYS. See Constitutional Law, I, 4-5; VI; Criminal 
Justice Act; Evidence; Procedure, 9. 

BAIL. See Trial. 

BAR ASSOCIATIONS. See Constitutional Law, VI. 

BARGES. See Remedies; Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899. 

BOARD OF REGENTS. See Constitutional Law, I, 3. 

BONDHOLDERS. See Railroad Mergers, 1-3. 

BOSTON AND MAINE RAILROAD. See Railroad Mergers, 1-3. 

BOTTLE BLOWERS. See Labor-Management Reporting and 

Disclosure Act of 1959, 1. 


BOUNDARIES. See Submerged Lands Act. 
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BURDEN OF PROOF. See Confessions, 1; Constitutional Law, 
III, 1, 3-4. 
BUSINESS JUSTIFICATIONS. See National Labor Relations 
Act. 
. 
CALIFORNIA. See Civil Rights Act; Procedure, 3. 


CANDIDATES. See Labor-Management Reporting and Dis- 
closure Act of 1959, 1-2. 


CAPITAL SHARES. See Securities Exchange Act of 1934. 
CAPPER-VOLSTEAD ACT. See Antitrust Acts, 1. 


CARRIERS. See Interstate Commerce Commission; Railroad 
Mergers, 1-3. 


CERTIFICATES OF PUBLIC CONVENIENCE. See Interstate 
Commerce Commission. 


CERTIFIED RECORDS. See Constitutional Law, I, 4; Evidence; 
Procedure, 9. 


CERTIORARI. See Constitutional Law, VIII, 1; Procedure, 1. 
CIVIL CONTEMPT. Sce Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. 
CIVIL RIGHTS ACT. See also Abstention; Procedure, 3. 


Procedure—Welfare regulations—Ezxhaustion of administrative 
remedies——One of the Act’s underlying purposes was “to provide 
a remedy in the federal courts supplementary to any remedy any 
State might have,” and “relief under the Act may not be defeated 
because relief was not sought under state law which provided 
[an administrative] remedy.” Damico v. California, p. 416. 


CLAYTON ACT. See Administrative Procedure; Antitrust Acts, 1. 
COASTLINE. See Accretion; Submerged Lands Act. 
CO-DEFENDANTS. See Procedure, 7-8, 11. 

COERCION. See Confessions; Constitutional Law, I, 1-2, 6. 


COLLECTIVE BARGAINING AGREEMENTS. See Federal 
Rules of Civil Procedure. 


COLUMBIA RIVER. See Constitutional Law, II. 
COMMERCE. See Constitutional Law, II. 
COMMISSIONER OF INTERNAL REVENUE. See Taxes. 
COMMON CARRIERS. Sce Railroad Mergers, 1-3. 


COMMUNIST PARTY. Sce Constitutional Law, V; Subversive 
Activities Control Act. 


COMPELLED TESTIMONY. See Constitutional Law, I, 6; Pro- 
cedure, 10. 
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COMPENSATION. See Constitutional Law, II. 


COMPETITION. See Antitrust Acts, 1-2; Interstate Commerce; 
Interstate Commerce Commission; Railroad Mergers, 1-3. 


COMPLAINTS BY UNION MEMBERS. See Labor-Management 
Reporting and Disclosure Act of 1959, 1-2. 


CONCEALMENT BY PROSECUTION. See Procedure, 8. 
CONDEMNATION. See Constitutional Law, II. 


CONFESSIONS. See also Constitutional Law, I, 1-2, 6; III, 3; 
Procedure, 10. 


1. Coercion—Physical abuse—Rebuttal by State—State of Georgia 
has again not adequately rebutted petitioner’s claim that confes- 
sion resulted from coercion, and its second failure to produce police 
officers as witnesses supports conclusion that their testimony would 
not have rebutted petitioner’s. Sims v. Georgia, p. 404. 

2. Coercion—“Sweatbox” punishment cell—Prison riots—Confes- 
sion given to investigating officer by prisoner, after he was held two 
weeks under barbaric conditions in “sweatbox” punishment cell was 
involuntary and its use to convict him of prison rioting unconsti- 
tutiénal. Brooks v. Florida, p. 413. 


CONFISCATION. See Constitutional Law, IV; Fedwral-State 
Relations. 


CONSPIRACY. See Antitrust Acts, 1; Procedure, 11. 


CONSTITUTIONAL LAW. See also Abstention; Confessions, 
1-2; Evidence; Federal-State Relations; Procedure, 1, 9-10; 
Subversive Activities Control Act. 


I. Due Process. 

1. Coercion—“Sweatboxr” punishment cell—Confession given to 
investigating officer by prisoner, after he was held two weeks under 
barbaric conditions in “sweatbox” punishment cell was involuntary 
and its use to convict him of prison rioting unconstitutional. Brooks 
v. Florida, p. 413. 


2. Confessions—Gross coercion—Petitioner, already wounded by 
Tennessee police, confessed to a rape-murder under gunpoint threat 
to do so or be killed, and later signed confessions while in a prison 
hospital under the influence of drugs. The use of his confessions, 
the product of gross coercion, violated the Due Process Clause of 
the Fourteenth Amendment. Beecher v. Alabama, p. 35. 

3. Loyalty oaths—University of Maryland teachers—Since the 
authority to prescribe oaths for prospective teachers is provided 
by §11 of the Ober Act, which is tied to §§1 and 13, defining 
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CONSTITUTIONAL LAW—Continued. 


“subversive person,” the oath must be considered, not in isolation, 
but with reference to §§ 1 and 13, which violate due process require- 
ments since they are unconstitutionally vague and overbroad. 
Whitehill v. Elkins, p. 54. 


4. Presumptively void prior conviction— Use to support guilt 
or enhance punishment for other offense—Use of a prior conviction 
presumably obtained after denial of right to counsel, and thus 
presumptively void under Gideon v. Wainwright, 372 U. S. 335, 
either for purpose of supporting guilt or enhancing punishment for 
another offense would erode principle of that case and allow an 
unconstitutional procedure to injure a defendant twice. Burgett 
v. Texas, p. 109. 


5. Right to counsel—Proceeding for revocation of probation and 
deferred sentencing—The Sixth Amendment as applied through 
the Due Process Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment requires 
that counsel be afforded to a felony defendant in a post-trial pro- 
ceeding for revocation of his probation and imposition of deferred 
sentencing. Mempa v. Rhay, p. 128. 

6. Voluntariness of confession—Hearing in jury’s presence—Pre- 
vious cases in this Court have not determined that voluntariness hear- 
ings must necessarily be held out of the jury’s presence, and where, as 
here, respondent’s counsel consented to the procedure used, and the 
judge found the statement voluntary, respondent was deprived of 
no constitutional right. Pinto v. Pierce, p. 31. 


II. Eminent Domain. 


Port sites—Just compensation—The interests of riparian owners 
are subject to the Government’s power to control navigable waters 
and the port-site value of land condemned for a federal lock and dam 
project is not compensable under the Fifth Amendment. United 
States v. Rands, p. 121. 


III. Equal Protection of the Laws. 


1. Exclusion of Negroes from juries—Presumptions.—State’s bur- 
den to explain “disparity between the percentage of Negroes on the 
tax digest and those on the venires” was not met by reliance on the 
premise that “public officers are presumed to have discharged their 
sworn official duties” and the assumption that the jury commis- 
sioners eliminated “prospective jurors on the basis of their com- 
petency to serve, rather than because of racial discrimination.” 
Jones v. Georgia, p. 24. 

2. Fee for preliminary hearing transcript—Indigents—New York 
statute providing for fee for preliminary hearing transcript results 
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CONSTITUTIONAL LAW—Continued. 

in a difference in access to instruments needed to vindicate legal 
rights; this difference, based on a defendant’s financial ability, is 
contrary to the Equal Protection Clause of the Fourteenth Amend- 
ment. Roberts v. LaVallee, p. 40. 


3. Jury selection—Discrimination—The manner in which the juries 
which indicted and convicted petitioner were selected was uncon- 
stitutional. The percentage of Negroes listed on racially segregated 
tax digests from which jury lists were compiled was far larger than 
such percentages on the jury lists, and the State produced only a 
jury commissioner’s testimony that he did not discriminate in com- 
piling the lists. Sims v. Georgia, p. 404. 

4, Negroes serving on juries—Prima facie case ——At an evidentiary 
hearing it appeared that no Negro had ever served on a grand jury 
panel and few, if any, on petit jury panels in the county, and that 
none served on the grand jury which indicted petitioner or the petit 
jury which convicted him. The State presented no rebuttal evidence 
and the State Supreme Court’s statement that the acknowledged 
disparity “can be explained by a number of other factors” did not 
rebut,the prima facie case of denial of equal protection of the laws. 
Coleman v. Alabama, p. 22. 


IV. Federal-State Relations. 

Foreign affairs—Oregon reciprocity statute—As applied by 
Oregon, each of the three provisions of Ore. Rev. Stat. § 111.070, 
which provides for escheat where a nonresident alien claims per- 
sonalty unless there is reciprocity with the foreign nation, involves 
the State in foreign affairs and international relations, matters which 
the Constitution entrusts solely to the Federal Government. Zscher- 
nig v. Miller, p. 429. 


V. First Amendment. 

Associational rights—Member of Communist Party employed at 
shipyard —Section 5 (a)(1)(D) of the Subversive Activities Con- 
trol Act, which provides that, when a Communist-action organiza- 
tion is under final order to register, it shall be unlawful for any 
member “to engage in any employment in any defense facility,” 
is invalid since by its overbreadth it unconstitutionally abridges 
the right of association protected by the First Amendment. United 
States v. Robel, p. 258. 


VI. Freedom of Speech and Assembly. 

Union’s employment of lawyers to process members’ workmen’s 
compensation claims—The trial court’s decree preventing union 
from hiring attorneys on salary basis to assist members in asserting 
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CONSTITUTIONAL LAW—Continued. 
their legal rights violates the freedom of speech, assembly, and 
petition provisions of the First Amendment as incorporated by the 
Fourteenth Amendment. Mine Workers v. Illinois Bar Assn., p. 217. 


VII. Freedom of the Press. 

Newspaper editorials—Criticism of public official—This Court/s\ 
independent examination of the record does not reveal that any 
failure of petitioner to make a prior investigation constituted proof 
sufficient to present a jury question whether the statements were 
published with reckless disregard of whether they were false or not. 
Beckley Newspapers v. Hanks, p. 81. 


VIII. Search and Seizure. 


1. Certiorari—Record not clear and specific—Record in this case 
involving State’s use of evidence to convict respondent which 
allegedly had been illegally seized is not sufficiently clear and spe- 
cific to permit decision of the constitutional issues involved, and 
certiorari is dismissed. Massachusetts v. Painten, p. 560. 

2. Electronic eavesdropping — Telephone booths. — Government’s 
eavesdropping activities, without a warrant, violated the privacy 
upon which petitioner justifiably relied while using telephone booth 
and thus constituted a “search and seizure” within the meaning of 
the Fourth Amendment. Katz v. United States, p. 347. 

3. Oral statements—Physical intrusions —Fourth Amendment gov- 
erns not only the seizure of tangible items but extends as well to 
the recording of oral statements, and since it protects people rather 
than places its reach cannot turn on the presence or absence of 
physical intrusion into any given enclosure. Katz v. United States, 
p. 347. 


IX. Supremacy Clause. 

Unfair labor practice charge—Denial of unemployment compensa- 
tion —Florida’s Unemployment Compensation Law, as applied by 
the State Industrial Commission’s holding that petitioner was dis- 
qualified for unemployment compensation solely because she filed 
an unfair labor practice charge with the NLRB, violates the 
Supremacy Clause of the Constitution because it frustrates enforce- 
ment of the National Labor Relations Act. Nash v. Florida 
Industrial Comm’n, p. 235. 


CONTEMPT. See Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. 


CONVICTIONS. See Constitutional Law, I, 4; Evidence; Pro- 
cedure, 9. 


COOPERATIVES. See Antitrust Acts, 1. 
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COUNSEL. See Constitutional Law, I, 4-6; VI; Criminal Justice 
Act; Procedure, 9-10. 

COURT CLERKS. See Constitutional Law, VII. 

COURT OF APPEALS. See Jurisdiction; Mandamus; Procedure, 
2, 7, 11. 

COURT ORDERS. Sce Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. 


COURTS. See Abstention; Civil Rights Act; Jurisdiction; Man- 
damus; Procedure, 3, 5. 


CRIMINAL JUSTICE ACT. 

Appointment of trial counsel—Financial ability—Partial pay- 
ment.—Trial court should have explored the possibility that peti- 
tioner could afford only partial payment for the services of trial 
counsel and that counsel be appointed on that basis as permitted 
by the Act. Wood v. United States, p. 20. 


CRIMINAL LAW. See Abstention; Confessions, 1-2; Constitu- 
tional Law, I; III; V; VIII; Criminal Justice Act; Evidence; 
Jurisdiction; Mandamus; Procedure, 1, 4-5, 8-11; Subversive 
Activities Control Act; Trial. 


CUSTODY. See Trial. 
DAMAGES. See Constitutional Law, II. 
DAMS. See Constitutional Law, II. 


DECLARATORY JUDGMENT ACT. See Abstention; Pro- 
cedure, 5. 


DECREES. See Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. 
DEDUCTIONS. See Taxes. 

DEFAMATION. See Constitutional Law, VII. 
DEFENSE. See Trial. 


DEFENSE FACILITIES. Sce Constitutional Law, V; Subversive 
Activities Control Act. 


DEFERRED SENTENCES. See Constitutional Law, I, 5. 


DELAWARE AND HUDSON RAILROAD. See Railroad Merg- 
ers, 1-3. 


DESCENT AND DISTRIBUTION. See Constitutional Law, IV; 
Federal-State Relations. 


DISCLOSURE. See Jurisdiction; Mandamus. 
DISCOVERY. See Jurisdiction; Mandamus. 



























INDEX. 1137 

DISCRIMINATION. See Confessions, 1; Constitutional Law, III, 
1, 3-4. 

DISTILLERS. See Antitrust Acts, 2; Interstate Commerce. 


DISTRIBUTION QF HANDBILLS. See Abstention; Procedure, 
4-5. 


DISTRICT ATTORNEYS. See Jurisdiction; Mandamus. 
DISTRICT COURTS. See Procedure, 2. 


DIVISION BY BRANDS. See Antitrust Acts, 2; Interstate 
Commerce. 


DUE PROCESS. Sce Confessions, 1-2; Constitutional Law, I; 
Evidence; Procedure, 9-10. 


EASEMENTS. See Constitutional Law, II. 


EAST GERMANY. Sce Constitutional Law, IV; Federal-State 
Relations. 


EAVESDROPPING. Sce Constitutional Law, VIII, 2-3; Pro- 
cedure, 7, 11. 


EDITORIALS. See Constitutional Law, VII. 


ELECTIONS. See Labor-Management Reporting and Disclosure 
Act of 1959, 1-2. 


ELECTRONIC EAVESDROPPING. See Constitutional Law, 
VIII, 2-3. 


ELIGIBILITY TO VOTE. See Labor-Management Reporting and 
Disclosure Act of 1959, 1-2. 


EMINENT DOMAIN. See Constitutional Law, II. 
EMPLOYEE PROTECTION. Sce Railroad Mergers, 1-3. 


EMPLOYER AND EMPLOYEES. See Constitutional Law, IX; 
Federal Rules of Civil Procedure; National Labor Relations 
Act. 


EMPLOYMENT AT SHIPYARD. See Constitutional Law, V; 
Subversive Activities Control Act. 


ENFORCEMENT. Sce Administrative Procedure. 


ENHANCED PUNISHMENT. See Constitutional Law, I, 4; Evi- 
dence; Procedure, 9. 


EQUAL PROTECTION OF THE LAWS. See Confessions, 1; 
Constitutional Law, III; Procedure, 7, 11. 


ERIE-LACKAWANNA RAILROAD. See Railroad Mergers, 1-3. 
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ERRORS. See Constitutional Law, I, 4; Evidence; Procedure, 9. 

ESCHEAT. See Constitutional Law, IV; Federal-State Relations. 

ESTATES. See Constitutional Law, IV; Federal-State Relations. 

EVIDENCE. See also Confessions, 1-2; Constitutional Law, I, 
1-2, 4; III, 1, 3-4; VIII, 1-3; Procedure, 1, 7, 9-11; Rail- 
road Mergers, 1-3. 

Presumptively void prior convictions—Use as evidence in another 
trial—Prejudicial error—Use of a constitutionally invalid prior 
conviction as evidence is inherently prejudicial error which cannot 
be rendered “harmless beyond a reasonable doubt” by instructions 
to the jury to disregard it. Burgett v. Texas, p. 109. 
EXCLUSIONARY RULE. See Constitutional Law, VIII, 1; 

Procedure, 1. 


EXHAUSTION OF REMEDIES. See Civil Rights Act; Consti- 
tutional Law, III, 2; Procedure, 3, 6-7, 11. 


EXPENSES. See Taxes. 
EXTRAORDINARY REMEDIES. See Jurisdiction; Mandamus. 


FAIR TRIAL. See Constitutional Law, I, 4; Evidence; Pro- 
cedure, 9. 


FARMERS COOPERATIVES. See Antitrust Acts, 1. 
FAST LANDS. See Constitutional Law, II. 


FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION. See Procedure, 
7, 11. 


FEDERAL GRANTS. See Accretion. 


FEDERAL RULES OF APPELLATE PROCEDURE. See Su- 
preme Court. 


FEDERAL RULES OF CIVIL PROCEDURE. 

Rule 65 (d)—“Order granting an injunction”—Specificity of de- 
cree—Since the District Court’s decree, involving an arbitrator’s 
award in a dispute concerning the meaning of a “set-back” provi- 
sion in a collective bargaining agreement, which was an “order grant- 
ing an injunction” within the meaning of Rule 65 (d), did not 
comply with the Rule’s requirement that it state in specific terms 
the acts that it commands or prohibits, neither it nor the decision 
holding the union in contempt can stand. Longshoremen v. Phila- 
delphia Marine Assn., p. 64. 


FEDERAL RULES OF CRIMINAL PROCEDURE. See Juris- 
diction; Mandamus. 
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FEDERAL-STATE RELATIONS. See also Abstention; Accre- 
tion; Civil Rights Act; Constitutional Law, I, 4-5; II; III, 
2; IV; IX; Evidence; Procedure, 3-5, 9; Submerged Lands 
Act. 

Oregon inheritance statute — Reciprocity — Foreign affairs. — As 
applied by Oregon, each of the three provisions of Ore. Rev. Stat. 
§ 111.070, which provides for escheat where a nonresident alien 
claims personalty unless there is reciprocity with the foreign nation, 
involves the State in foreign affairs and international relations, 
matters which the Constitution entrusts solely to the Federal Gov- 
ernment. Zschernig v. Miller, p. 429. 


FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION. See Administrative Pro- 
cedure. 


FIFTH AMENDMENT. See Constitutional Law, II. 


FINANCIAL ABILITY. See Constitutional Law, III, 2; Crimi- 
nal Justice Act; Procedure, 7, 11. 


FINES. See Procedure, 2. 


FIRST AMENDMENT. Sce Abstention; Constitutional Law, V- 
VII; Procedure, 4-5; Subversive Activities Control Act. 


FLORIDA. See Confessions, 2; Constitutional Law, I, 1; IX. 


FOREIGN AFFAIRS. See Constitutional Law, IV; Federal- 
State Relations. 


FOURTEENTH AMENDMENT. See Abstention; Confessions, 
1-2; Constitutional Law, I; III; VI-VII; Evidence; Pro- 
cedure, 1, 4-5, 9-10. 


FOURTH AMENDMENT. See Constitutional Law, VIII; Pro- 
cedure, 1. 


FREEDOM OF SPEECH AND ASSEMBLY. See Constitutional 
Law, VI. 


FREEDOM OF THE PRESS. See Constitutional Law, VII. 
FRUIT GROWERS. Sce Antitrust Acts, 1. 

GAMBLING INFORMATION. See Constitutional Law, VIII, 2-3. 
GEORGIA. See Confessions, 1; Constitutional Law, III, 1, 3. 
GERMANY. See Constitutional Law, IV; Federal-State Relations. 
GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES. See Constitutional Law, I, 3. 
GRAND JURIES. See Confessions, 1; Constitutional Law, III, 3. 
GULF OF MEXICO. See Submerged Lands Act. 
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HABEAS CORPUS. See Constitutional Law, I, 5. 


HABITUAL CRIMINAL STATUTES. Sce Constitutional Law, 
I, 4; Evidence; Procedure, 9. 


HARBORS. See Constitutional Law, II. 

HEARINGS. See Constitutional Law, I, 6; Procedure, 10. 
HEIRS. See Constitutional Law, IV; Federal-State Relations. 
ILLINOIS. See Constitutional Law, VI. 


ILLINOIS SAVINGS AND LOAN ACT. See Securities Exchange 
Act of 1934. 


IMPEDIMENTS TO NAVIGATION. See Remedies; Rivers and 
Harbors Act of 1899. 


INCARCERATION. See Trial. 
INCLUSION PROCEEDINGS. See Railroad Mergers, 1-3. 
INDICTMENTS. See Jurisdiction; Mandamus. 


INDIGENTS. See Constitutional Law, I, 5; III, 2; Procedure, 
7, 11. 


INELIGIBILITY. See Labor-Management Reporting and Dis- 
closure Act of 1959, 2. 


INFORMANTS. See Jurisdiction; Mandamus. 


INHERITANCE. See Constitutional Law, IV; Federal-State 
Relations. 


INJUNCTIONS. See Abstention; Federal Rules of Civil Pro- 
cedure; Procedure, 4-5. 


INLAND WATERWAYS. See Remedies; Rivers and Harbors 
Act of 1899. 


IN PERSONAM LIABILITY. See Remedies; Rivers and Har- 
bors Act of 1899. 


INSTRUCTIONS. See Constitutional Law, I, 4; Evidence; Pro- 
cedure, 9. 


INTERIM PROTECTION. See Railroad Mergers, 1-3. 
INTERLOCUTORY ORDERS. See Jurisdiction; Mandamus. 
INTERNAL REVENUE CODE. See Taxes. 


INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS. See Constitutional Law, IV; 
Federal-State Relations. 
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INTERSTATE COMMERCE. See also Antitrust Acts, 2; Con- 
stitutional Law, II. 


Division by territories and brands by Oklahoma liquor whole- 
salers—Affecting interstate commerce—Whether or not the lower 
courts’ conclusion was valid that the market division did not occur 
in interstate commerce, it inevitably affected such commerce and 
thus came within the Sherman Act since the territorial division by 
reducing competition almost surely resulted in fewer sales to whole- 
salers by out-of-state distillers and the brands division meant fewer 
wholesale outlets available to any one distiller. Burke v. Ford, 
p. 320. 


INTERSTATE COMMERCE ACT. See Railroad Mergers, 1-3. 


INTERSTATE COMMERCE COMMISSION. See also Railroad 
Mergers, 1-3. 

Certificate of public convenience—Motor carriers—Service defi- 
ciencies——While the ICC should consider the public interest in 
maintaining the health and stability of existing carriers, it may, 
upon the basis of appropriate findings, authorize a new certificate 
even though the existing carriers might arrange for improvements 
in service. United States v. Dixie Express, p. 409. 


INTERVENTION. See Railroad Mergers, 1-3. 
JAIL. See Trial. 

JETTIES. See Submerged Lands Act. 
JUDGES. See Jurisdiction; Mandamus; Trial. 


JUDICIAL REVIEW. See Jurisdiction; Mandamus; Procedure, 
2; Railroad Mergers, 1-3. 


JURIES. See Confessions, 1; Constitutional Law, I, 6; III, 1, 
3-4; Procedure, 10. 


JURISDICTION. See also Abstention; Mandamus; Procedure, 
4-5. 


Courts of appeals—Criminal cases—Interlocutory orders—The 
record in this case discloses no proper justification for the Court of 
Appeals to have invoked the extraordinary writ of mandamus to 
review the trial judge’s interlocutory order that the Government 
supply the defendant in a criminal case with certain information 
before trial. Will v. United States, p. 90. 


JURY COMMISSIONERS. See Constitutional Law, III, 1. 
JUST COMPENSATION. See Constitutional Law, II. 
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LABOR. See Constitutional Law, IX; Federal Rules of Civil 
Procedure; National Labor Relations Act. 

LABORERS’ UNION. See Labor-Management Reporting and 
Disclosure Act of 1959, 1-2. 

LABOR-MANAGEMENT REPORTING AND DISCLOSURE ACT 
OF 1959. 

1. Union elections—Intervening nonsupervised election—Secretary 
of Labor—When Secretary of Labor proves existence of violation 
of §401 of the Act that may have affected the outcome of a chal- 
lenged election, he is not deprived of the right to court order voiding 
that election and directing a new election under his supervision 
because union has meanwhile conducted another unsupervised elec- 
tion. Wirtz v. Bottle Blowers Assn., p. 463; Wirtz v. Laborers’ 
Union, p. 477. 

2. Union elections—Runoff election—lIneligibility of candidates and 
voters—On the facts of this case, where union had fair notice from 
the violation of ineligible candidate and voters charged by union 
member with respect to runoff election that the same unlawful con- 
duct had occurred at the earlier general election, the Secretary of 
Labor is entitled to maintain his action challenging the general elec- 
tion. . Wirtz v. Laborers’ Union, p. 477. 

LAWYERS. See Constitutional Law, I, 4-5; VI; Criminal Justice 
Act; Evidence; Procedure, 9. 

LIABILITY. See Remedies; Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899. 

LIBEL. See Constitutional Law, VII. 

LIBELS. See Remedies; Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899. 

LIQUOR DEALERS. See Antitrust Acts, 2; Interstate Commerce. 

LIST OF WITNESSES. See Jurisdiction; Mandamus. 

LOCKS. See Constitutional Law, II. 

LONGSHOREMEN. See Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. 

LOYALTY OATHS. See Constitutional Law, I, 3. 

MAIL FRAUD. See Trial. 

MAJORITY. Sce Administrative Procedure. 


MANDAMUS. See also Jurisdiction. 


Courts of appeals—Criminal cases—Interlocutory orders—The 
record in this case discloses no proper justification for the Court 
of Appeals to have invoked the extraordinary writ of mandamus 
to review the trial judge’s interlocutory order that the Government 
supply the defendant in a criminal case with certain information 
before trial. Will v. United States, p. 90. 
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MARKET DIVISION. See Antitrust Acts, 2; Interstate Com- 
merce. 


MARYLAND. See Constitutional Law, I, 3. 


MASSACHUSETTS. See Constitutional Law, VIII, 1; Pro- 
cedure, 1. 


MEALS. See Taxes. 
MERGERS. See Railroad Mergers, 1-3. 


MISSISSIPPI RIVER. Sce Remedies; Rivers and Harbors Act 
of 1899. 


MONITORING. See Procedure, 7, 11. 


MOOTNESS. See Labor-Management Reporting and Disclosure 
Act of 1959; Railroad Mergers, 1-3. 


MOTIONS. See Procedure, 7, 11. 
MOTOR CARRIERS. See Interstate Commerce Commission. 


MURDER. See Constitutional Law, I, 2; III, 1. 


NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS ACT. See also Constitutional 
Law, IX. 

Reinstatement of striking employees—Hiring of new applicants— 
Unfair labor practice——Employer’s refusal to reinstate strikers con- 
stituted an unfair labor practice under the Act, since it did not show 
that such action was due to “legitimate and substantial business 
justifications,” and the right of strikers to reinstatement does not 
depend upon job availability when they first apply but continues 
until they have obtained “other regular and substantially equivalent 
employment,” at least, where, as here, their continued desire for 
reinstatement is apparent. NLRB v. Fleetwood Trailer Co., p. 375. 
NAVIGABLE WATERS. See Constitutional Law, II; Remedies; 

Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899. 


NAVIGATIONAL SERVITUDE. See Constitutional Law, II. 
NEGLIGENCE. See Remedies; Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899. 
NEGROES. See Confessions, 1; Constitutional Law, III, 1, 3-4. 
NEW HAVEN RAILROAD. See Railroad Mergers, 1-3. 

NEW JERSEY. See Constitutional Law, I, 6; Procedure, 8, 10. 
NEWSPAPERS. See Constitutional Law, VII. 

NEW TRIAL. See Procedure, 7-8, 11. 


NEW YORK. See Abstention; Constitutional Law, III, 2; Pro- 
cedure, 4-5, 7, 11. 
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NORFOLK AND WESTERN SYSTEM. See Railroad Mergers, 
1-3. 


NOTICE. See Labor-Management Reporting and Disclosure Act 
of 1959, 2. 


OATHS. See Constitutional Law, I, 3. 

OBER ACT. See Constitutional Law, I, 3. 
OCEAN-FRONT PROPERTY. See Accretion. 
OKLAHOMA. See Antitrust Acts, 2; Interstate Commerce. 
ORANGES. See Antitrust Acts, 1. 


ORDERS. See Administrative Procedure; Federal Rules of Civil 
Procedure. 


OREGON. See Constitutional Law, II; IV; Federal-State 
Relations. 


OVERBREADTH. Sce Abstention; Constitutional Law, I, 3; V; 
Procedure, 4-5; Subversive Activities Control Act. 


PACKING HOUSES. Sce Antitrust Acts, 1. 
PAROLE BOARDS. See Constitutional Law, I, 5. 
PARTIAL PAYMENT. Sce Criminal Justice Act. 
PAUPERS. See Constitutional Law, I, 5; III, 2. 


PENNSYLVANIA-NEW YORK CENTRAL MERGER. See Rail- 
road Mergers, 1-3. 


PERSONAL PROPERTY. See Constitutional Law, IV; Federal- 
State Relations. 


PETIT JURIES. See Confessions, 1; Constitutional Law, I, 4, 6; 
III, 1, 3-4; Evidence; Procedure, 9-10. 


PHYSICAL ABUSE. See Confessions, 2; Constitutional Law, 
2 t. 

PHYSICAL INTRUSION. See Constitutional Law, VIII, 2-3. 

PLEADING. See Jurisdiction; Mandamus. 


POLICE OFFICERS. See Confessions, 1; Constitutional Law, 
III, 3. 


POLITICAL HANDBILLS. See Abstention; Procedure, 4—5. 
POOLING. See Railroad Mergers, 1-3. 

PORT SITES. See Constitutional Law, II. 

POST-TRIAL PROCEEDING. See Constitutional Law, I, 5. 


PREJUDICIAL ERROR. See Constitutional Law, I, 4; Evi- 
dence; Procedure, 9. 

















INDEX. 1145 


PRELIMINARY HEARING TRANSCRIPTS. See Constitutional 
Law, III, 2; Procedure, 7, 11. 

PRESUMPTIONS. Sce Constitutional Law, I, 4; Evidence; Pro- 
cedure,9. \. 


PRETRIAL DISCOVERY. See Jurisdiction; Mandamus. 


PRIOR CONVICTIONS. Sce Constitutional Law, I, 4; Evidence; 
Procedure, 9. F 


PRISON RIOTS. See Confessions, 2; Constitutional Law, I, 1. 
PRIVACY. See Constitutional Law, VIII, 2-3. 


PROBATE COURTS. See Constitutional Law, IV; Federal-State 
Relations. 


PROBATION. See Constitutional Law, I, 5. 


PROCEDURE. See also Abstention; Administrative Procedure; 
Civil Rights Act; Confessions, 1; Constitutional Law, I, 2, 4, 
6; III, 1-4; Criminal Justice Act; Evidence; Interstate 
Commerce Commission; Jurisdiction; Mandamus; Railroad 
Mergers, 1-3; Trial. 

1. Certiorari—Record not clear and specific—-Illegal search and 
seizure—Record in this case involving State’s use of evidence to con- 
vict respondent which allegedly had been illegally seized is not 
sufficiently clear and specific to permit decision of the constitutional 
issues involved, and certiorari is dismissed. Massachusetts v. 
Painten, p. 560. 

2. Certiorari—Ripeness—Court of Appeals’ remand.—Petition for 
certiorari denied as case not ripe for review where Court of Appeals 
had ordered remand for District Court to determine if petitioner 
union was in contempt of District Court’s order not to strike and, 
if so, whether that court’s coercive fine was warranted. Firemen 
v. Bangor & A. R. Co., p. 327. 

3. Civil Rights Act—Welfare regulations—Exhaustion of admin- 
istrative remedies—One of the Act’s underlying purposes was “to 
provide a remedy in the federal courts supplementary to any remedy 
any State might have,” and “relief under the Act may not be defeated 
because relief was not sought under state law which provided [an 
administrative] remedy.” Damico v. California, p. 416. 

4. Declaratory judgment — Abstention — Injunctions. — District 
Court had duty of adjudicating request for declaratory judgment 
that New York statute forbidding distribution of anonymous political 
handbills contravened the First Amendment by its overbreadth, 
regardless of its conclusion as to the propriety of the issuance of 
an injunction, for the questions of abstention and of injunctive 
relief are not the same. Zwickler v. Koota, p. 241. 


276-943 O - 68 - 66 









1146 INDEX. 


PROCEDURE—Continued. 

5. Declaratory Judgment Act—Abstention—Civil Rights Act.— 
District Court erred in refusing to pass on appellant’s claim for a 
declaratory judgment that New York statute forbidding distribution 
of anonymous political handbills contravened the First Amendment 
by its overbreadth, as there was no “special circumstance” warrant- 
ing its application of the abstention doctrine to that claim. Zwickler 
v. Koota, p. 241. 

6. Exhaustion of administrative remedies—Subversive Activities 
Control Act — Constitutional claims. — Ordinarily, where Congress 
has provided a civil proceeding in which appellants can raise their 
constitutional claims, this administrative procedure should be fol- 
lowed so that the District Court will not have to decide the con- 
stitutional issues devoid of factual context and before it is clear that 
appellants are covered by the Act. DuBois Clubs v. Clark, p. 309. 


7. Exhaustion of state remedies—Denial of equal protection of the 
laws.—The Court of Appeals erred in holding that petitioner should 
return to the state courts for relief in light of holding by highest 
state court, after petitioner had exhausted his state remedies, that 
statutory requirement for payment of transcript, as applied to 
indigent, constituted denial of equal protection, as no substantial 
interest would be served by requiring him to resubmit to the state 
courts an issue the resolution of which is predetermined by estab- 
lished federal principles. Roberts v. LaVallee, p. 40. 


8. New trial granted to co-defendant—Claim of concealment by 
prosecution.—The case, in light of action by the New Jersey Supreme 
Court granting petitioner’s co-defendant a new trial on allegations 
similar to petitioner’s claim that the prosecution concealed the 
existence of a promise to recommend leniency for an accomplice 
who testified for the State, is remanded for reconsideration, which 
may include whether petitioner must first exhaust any available 
state remedies. Garner v. Yeager, p. 86. 

9. Presumptively void prior conviction—Use to support guilt or 
enhance punishment for other offense—Use of a prior conviction 
presumably obtained after denial of the right to counsel, and thus 
presumptively void under Gideon v. Wainwright, 372 U. S. 335, 
either for purpose of supporting guilt or enhancing punishment for 
anothe. offense would erode principle of that case and allow an 
unconstitutional procedure to injure a defendant twice. Burgett 
v. Texas, p. 109. 

19. Yoluntariness of confession—Hearing in jury’s presence—Con- 
sent of counsel—Previous cases in this Court have not determined 
that voluntariness hearings must necessarily be held out of the 
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PROCEDURE—Continued. 
jury’s presence, and where, as here, respondent’s counsel consented 
to the procedure used, and the judge found the statement voluntary, 
respondent was deprived of no constitutional right. Pinto v. Pierce, 
p. 31. 

11. Wiretaps—Monitoring conversations of co-defendant—-New 
trial for co-defendant—Court of Appeals erred in denying peti- 
tioner’s motion for an evidentiary hearing in District Court to deter- 
mine whether he was prejudiced by monitoring where it had granted 
his co-defendant a new trial based on the Government’s disclosure 
that the F. B. I. after the indictment had monitored conversations 
between the co-defendant and the latter’s attorney. Roberts v. 
United States, p. 18. 


PRODUCERS. See Antitrust Acts, 1. 

PROOF. See Constitutional Law, VII. 

PROSECUTION. See Procedure, 8. 

PROSECUTORS. See Jurisdiction; Mandamus. 

PROTECTIVE CONDITIONS. See Railroad Mergers, 1-3. 

PUBLIC EMPLOYEES. Sce Constitutional Law, I, 3; VII. 

PUBLIC INTEREST. See Interstate Commerce Commission; 
Railroad Mergers, 1-3. 

PUBLIC OFFICIALS. See Constitutional Law, VII. 

PUNISHMENT. See Constitutional Law, I, 4; Evidence; Pro- 
cedure, 9; Trial. 

QUORUM. See Administrative Procedure. 

RACIAL DISCRIMINATION. See Constitutional Law, III, 1, 
3+4. 

RAILROAD MERGERS. 

1. Interstate Commerce Commission—Penn-Central merger—Nor- 
folk and Western inclusion proceedings—The ICC properly and 
lawfully discharged its duties with respect to the Penn-Central 
merger, as its findings and conclusions accord with § 5 of the Inter- 
state Commerce Act and are supported by substantial evidence. 
Competition is merely one aspect of the public interest in the merger; 
rail service by the merged company will remain subject to vigorous 
competition from motor, rail, water and air carriers; the evidence 
before the ICC generally attested to the probability of significant 
benefit from the merger; and the ICC retains authority over any 


reductions of service and facilities not specifically approved in the 
merger plans. Penn-Central Merger Cases, p. 486. 











1148 INDEX. 


RAILROAD MERGERS—Continued. 

2. Penn-Central merger—Inclusion: of New Haven Railroad— 
Bondholders—The appeals of New Haven Railroad bondholders 
challenging the ICC’s order providing terms, subject to the approval 
of the bankruptcy court, for New Haven’s inclusion in the Penn- 
Central system and for a loan arrangement to keep the road 
operating, are rejected. Penn-Central Merger Cases, p. 486. 

3. Penn-Central merger—Norfolk and Western inclusion order — 
The District Court’s disallowance of the claims of those who chal- 
lenge the ICC’s order for the inclusion of the “protected roads” in 
the N & W system is affirmed. If the smaller roads’ bondholders 
feel that N & W has invaded their rights, they may apply to the 
ICC for relief under its reserved jurisdiction. The financial terms 
involved in the inclusion were established by the ICC within the 
area of fairness and equity, were reviewed by the District Court in 
detail and sustained, and there is no basis for reversing that judg- 
ment. Penn-Central Merger Cases, p. 486. 


RAPE. See Confessions, 1; Constitutional Law, I, 2; III, 3. 


REAL PROPERTY. See Accretion; Constitutional Law, IV; 
Federal-State Relations. 


RECIDIVIST STATUTES. See Constitutional Law, I, 4; Evi- 
dence; Procedure, 9. 


RECIPROCITY. See Constitutional Law, IV; Federal-State 
Relations. 


RECORD. See Constitutional Law, VIII, 1; Procedure, 1. 
RECORDINGS. See Constitutional Law, VIII, 2-3. 


REGISTRATION ORDERS. See Constitutional Law, V; Pro- 
cedure, 6; Subversive Activities Control Act. 


REINSTATEMENT. See National Labor Relations Act. 
REMAND. See Procedure, 2. 


REMEDIES. See also Civil Rights Act; Constitutional Law, III, 
2; Jurisdiction; Mandamus; Procedure, 3, 6-8, 11; Rivers and 
Harbors Act of 1899. 

Negligent sinking of vessel—Removal by Government—Rivers and 
Harbors Act of 1899——The remedies and procedures for the enforce- 
ment of § 15 of the Act, which makes it unlawful to “carelessly sink, 
or permit or cause to be sunk a vessel in navigable waters,” are not 
exclusive and do not foreclose the Government from in personam 
relief against a party who negligently sinks a vessel in a navigable 
waterway. Wyandotte Co. v. United States, p. 191. 

















INDEX. 1149 


RESTRAINT OF TRADE. See Antitrust Acts, 1-2. 


RETAILERS AND WHOLESALERS. See Antitrust Acts, 2; 
Interstate Commerce. 


REVIEW. See Procedure, 2. 


RIGHT TO COUNSEL. See Constitutional Law, I, 4-5; Evi- 
dence; Procedure, 9; Trial. 


RIPARIAN RIGHTS. See Constitutional Law, II. 
RIPENESS. See Procedure, 2. 


RIVERS. See Constitutional Law, II; Remedies; Rivers and 
Harbors Act of 1899. 
RIVERS AND HARBORS ACT OF 1899. See also Remedies. 
Negligent sinking of vessel—Removal by Government—In per- 
sonam liability—The remedies and procedures for the enforcement 
of §15 of the Act, which makes it unlawful to “carelessly sink, or 
permit or cause to be sunk a vessel in navigable waters,” are not 
exclusive and do not foreclose the Government from in personam 
relief against a party who negligently sinks a vessel in a navigable 
waterway. Wyandotte Co. v. United States, p. 191. 
ROBINSON-PATMAN ACT. See Administrative Procedure. 
RULE OF PROPERTY. See Interstate Commerce Commission. 


RULES. See Federal Rules of Civil Procedure; Jurisdiction; 
Mandamus; Supreme Court. 


RUNOFF ELECTIONS. See Labor-Management Reporting and 
Disclosure Act of 1959, 2. 
SALESMEN. See Taxes. 


SAVINGS AND LOAN ASSOCIATIONS. See Securities Ex- 
change Act of 1934. 


SEARCH AND SEIZURE. See Constitutional Law, VIII; Pro- 
cedure, 1. 


SECRETARY OF DEFENSE. See Constitutional Law, V; Sub- 
versive Activities Control Act. 


SECRETARY OF LABOR. See Labor-Management Reporting 
and Disclosure Act of 1959, 1-2. 


SECURITIES EXCHANGE ACT OF 1934. 

Illinois Savings and Loan Act—Withdrawable capital share— 
Security —Withdrawable capital share in an Illinois-chartered sav- 
ings and loan association is a “security” within the meaning of the 
Securities Exchange Act of 1934. Tcherepnin v. Knight, p. 332. 
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SECURITY. See Securities Exchange Act of 1934. 

SENTENCES. See Constitutional Law, I, 5. 

SERVICE DEFICIENCIES. See Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission. 


‘“‘SET-BACK’’ PROVISIONS. See Federal Rules of Civil 
Procedure. 


SEVERABILITY CLAUSE. See Constitutional Law, I, 3. 

SHARES. See Securities Exchange Act of 1934. 

SHERMAN ACT. See Antitrust Acts, 1-2; Interstate Commerce. 

SHIPS. See Remedies; Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899. 

SHIPYARDS. See Constitutional Law, V; Subversive Activities 
Control Act. 

SHORELINE. See Accretion; Submerged Lands Act. 

SINKINGS. See Remedies; Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899. 

SIXTH AMENDMENT. See Constitutional Law, I, 4; Evidence; 
Procedure, 9. 

STATE EMPLOYEES. See Constitutional Law, I, 3. 


STATE SAVINGS AND LOAN ASSOCIATIONS. Sce Secu- 
rities Exchange Act of 1934. 

STATE’S WITNESS. See Procedure, 8. 

STEVEDORES. See Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. 

STREAMS. See Constitutional Law, II. 

STRIKES. See Federal Rules of Civil Procedure; National Labor 
Relations Act; Procedure, 2. 

SUBMERGED LANDS ACT. See also Constitutional Law, II. 

Texas’ coastline—T hree-league limit—Not measured from jetties — 
Texas’ claim under the three-league grant of the Submerged Lands 
Act must be measured by the boundary which existed in 1845, when 
Texas entered the Union, and cannot be measured from artificial 
jetties built long thereafter. United States v. Louisiana, p. 155. 
SUBVERSIVE ACTIVITIES CONTROL ACT. See also Consti- 

tutional Law, V; Procedure, 6. 

Member of Communist Party employed at shipyard—Designation 
of shipyard as “defense facility.”—Section 5 (a)(1)(D) of the Act, 
which provides that, when a Communist-action organization is under 
final order to register, it shall be unlawful for any member “to engage 
in any employment in any defense facility,” is invalid since by its 


overbreadth it unconstitutionally abridges the right of association 
protected by the First Amendment. United States v. Robel, p. 258. 
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SUBVERSIVE ORGANIZATIONS. See Constitutional Law, V; 
Subversive Activities Control Act. 


SUNKIST ORANGES. See Antitrust Acts, 1. 


SUPERVISED ELECTIONS. See Labor-Management Reporting 
and Disclosure Act of 1959, 1-2. 


SUPREMACY CLAUSE. See Constitutional Law, IX; Federal- 
State Relations. 
SUPREME COURT. See Procedure, 2. 
1. Amendments to Rules of Civil Procedure, p. 1121. 
2. Amendments to Rules of Criminal Procedure, p. 1125. 
3. Appointment of Mr. Justice MarRsHALL, p. vir. 
4. Assignment of Mr. Justice Reed (retired) to United States 
Court of Claims, p. 924. 
5. Presentation of the Solicitor General, p. x1. 
6. Rules of Appellate Procedure, p. 1063. 
SURVEILLANCE. See Constitutional Law, VIII, 2-3. 


‘‘SWEATBOX’’ PUNISHMENT. See Confessions, 2; Constitu- 
tional Law, I, 1. 
TARDINESS. See Trial. 


TAXES. 
Deductions—Traveling expenses—Costs of meals—Commissioner 

of Internal Revenue’s long-standing ruling that “traveling expenses” 

incurred in the pursuit of business “while away from home,” which 

are deductible under § 162 (a)(2) of the Internal Revenue Code of 

1954, include the cost of meals only if the trip requires rest or sleep 

achieves not only ease and certainty of application but also sub- 

stantial fairness and is within the Commissioner’s authority to imple- 

ment the statute in any reasonable manner. United States v. 

Correll, p. 299. 

TEACHERS. See Constitutional Law, I, 3. 

TELEPHONE BOOTHS. See Constitutional Law, VIII, 2-3. 

TENNESSEE. See Constitutional Law, I, 2. 

TERRITORIAL DIVISION. See Antitrust Acts, 2; Interstate 

Commerce. 
TESTIMONY. See Confessions, 1; Constitutional Law, III, 3. 
TEXAS. See Constitutional Law, I, 4; Evidence; Procedure, 9; 
Submerged Lands Act. 
THREATS. See Constitutional Law, I, 2. 
THREE-LEAGUE LIMIT. See Submerged Lands Act. 
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THREE-MILE LIMIT. See Submerged Lands Act. 
TRANSCRIPTS. See Constitutional Law, III, 2; Procedure, 7, 11. 
TRANSPORTATION ACTS. See. Railroad Mergers, 1-3. 
TRAVELING EXPENSES. See Taxes. 

TREATIES. See Constitutional Law, IV; Federal-State Relations. 
TRESPASS. See Constitutional Law, VIII, 2-3. 


TRIAL. See also Constitutional Law, I, 4; Evidence; Procedure, 9. 
Tardiness of defendant—Incarceration for remainder of trial— 

Trial judge’s ordering defendant to be incarcerated for balance of 

trial period as a result of one instance of tardiness was punitive, and 

because the procedures for inflicting punishment had not been 

followed and because the order could not be justified as having been 

made to facilitate the trial, the order placed an unjustified burden 

on the defense. Bitter v. United States, p. 15. 

TRIAL COUNSEL. See Criminal Justice Act. 

TRIAL JUDGE. See Constitutional Law, I, 6; Procedure, 10. 

TRIALS. See Confessions, 1; Constitutional Law, I, 4; III, 3. 

UNAUTHORIZED PRACTICE OF LAW. See Constitutional 
Law, VI. 

UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION. Sce Constitutional Law, 
IX. 


UNFAIR LABOR PRACTICE. See Constitutional Law, IX; Na- 
tional Labor Relations Act. 


UNION ELECTIONS. See Labor-Management Reporting and 
Disclosure Act of 1959, 1-2. 


UNIONS. See Constitutional Law, IX; Federal Rules of Civil 
Procedure; National Labor Relations Act; Procedure, 2. 


UNITED STATES ATTORNEYS. See Jurisdiction; Mandamus. 
UNIVERSITY OF MARYLAND. See Constitutional Law, I, 3. 


UNSUPERVISED ELECTIONS. See Labor-Management Report- 
ing and Disclosure Act of 1959, 1-2. 


VAGUENESS. See Constitutional Law, I, 3; Federal Rules of 
Civil Procedure. 


VESSELS. Sce Remedies; Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899. 

VOLUNTARINESS. See Confessions, 1-2; Constitutional Law, 
I, 1, 6; III, 3; Procedure, 10. 

WAGERING INFORMATION. See Constitutional Law, VIII, 
2-3. 
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WAREHOUSES. Sce Antitrust Acts, 2; Interstate Commerce. 
WARRANTS. See Constitutional Law, VIII, 2-3. 
WASHINGTON. See Accretion; Constitutional Law, II. 
WATERFRONT PROPERTY. Sce Constitutional Law, II. 
WATERS. See Constitutional Law, II. 

WELFARE REGULATIONS. See Civil Rights Act; Procedure, 3. 
WEST VIRGINIA. See Constitutional Law, VII. 

WIRETAPS. Sce Procedure, 11. 


WITHDRAWABLE CAPITAL SHARES. See Securities Ex- 
change Act of 1934. 


WITNESSES. See Confessions, 1; Constitutional Law, III, 3; 
Jurisdiction; Mandamus. 

WORDS. 

1. “Security.” Securities Exchange Act of 1934, §3 (a)(10), 15 
U. 8. C. § 78c¢ (a)(10). Tcherepnin v. Knight, p. 332. 

2. “Traveling expenses ... while away from home.” Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954, § 162 (a) (2), 26 U.S. C. § 162 (a) (2) (1958 
ed.). United States v. Correll, p. 299. 


WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION CLAIMS. See Constitutional 
Law, IX. 


WRECKS. See Remedies; Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899. 





